Introduction
Ranking high in the legacy left us by Jacques Arends is the impetus he gave, through his own careful research and the stimulation of the work of others, to the diachronic study of contact languages. In particular, both his demographic studies and his linguistic examination of Sranan sources from various periods continue to shape the questions we ask not only about the early stages of creolization, but also about subsequent diachronic change in creoles. The publication of this memorial volume focusing on his gradualist model of creolization is clear testimony to the continuing impact of just one part of his thought and work.
In his careful use of Suriname creole materials spanning three centuries, it was syntactic change in particular that was the focus of Arends' attention, while the languages of his interest were perforce those with long written documentation: Sranan and Saramaccan. Here I wish to modestly supplement his work by considering another area, the lexicon, in another Suriname creole, Ndyuka, for clues about how creoles may develop over time, especially with reference to Arends' 'gradualist' model of creolization, which sees this process, 'at least in a number of cases, such as Sranan, Haitian, and Jamaican,...not [as] an instantaneous, but rather a gradual process, extending over a number of generations of speakers' (Arends & Bruyn 1995:111) . (See Bakker, this volume, for a study with parallel interests, looking at European, rather than African, languages contributing to a Suriname creole.) With no known extant sources for Ndyuka from before the twentieth century, I must proceed largely by inference based on the language as spoken in recent decades and on our current understanding of the importation of slaves to Suriname from different parts of Africa at different periods. The results should sharpen that understanding with regard to the geographical areas from which Suriname slaves were drawn during various periods, as well as address the question of the degree of ethnolinguistic homogeneity of the Suriname slave population, to which Arends (1995:248) rightly attributed so much importance.
For Ndyuka lexemes derived from African languages, I have drawn on Huttar ( , 1986 , Parkvall (1999) , Smith (1997) , Aceto (1999) , and Bilby (2000) . 1 For these 195 Ndyuka lexemes, 294 reasonably possible etyma have been proposed, from a variety of languages and language families (using Gordon's 2005 classification) For this purpose we look at Kikongo items found in any of these three languages, not only those found in Ndyuka. Daeleman (1972) and to a lesser extent Huttar (1986) Kimbundu m-bandyi 'ribs, side') for example. At any rate, another explanation seems more likely as we consider the other results in Table 2 .
For the large number of items found only in Saramaccan ( With regard to significant overlap between the Saramaccan and Ndyuka marronage periods, and hence contact between these two groups of escapees of a sort that could account for the same Kikongo items being incorporated into both of their languages, both Price (1976:30) The remaining results in Table 2 concern a small number of items Aluku, something we do not attempt here.
Kwa lexical influence on Ndyuka

Gbe
The next largest group of plausible etyma shown in Table 1, with 39 items, is from Gbe languages. Arends (1995:243) 
Akan
The numbers of Ndyuka lexemes and plausible etyma we are working with can only be approximate, given the partial nature of our lexicons of the current languages and our temporal distance from the state of these languages three centuries ago. So we cannot assume the numerical difference between 39 Gbe etyma and 33 Akan ones to be significant.
Yet the number of speakers of Akan languages among slaves sent to
Suriname was not significant until the third decade of the eighteenth century. Arends (1995:243) Suriname? 10 Hair (1967:260) states that 'none of the languages behind Akan in the interior appears to have been known on the coast before 1700, with the exception of Mandingo'. Arends (1995:249) cites Manning (1990) to the effect that slaves from the Gold Coast were recruited up to a maximum of 300 kilometers from the coast, which scarcely reaches the Gur area of today, or, accepting Hair's (1967:247) assertion that the ethnolinguistic units of the Guinea coast have changed little since they were documented in 1440-1700, of the eighteenth century. Benedict Der, as summarized in Dumett (2000:452) , supports this conclusion for up till the early 1730's: 'It was only after the Asante invasion of Dagmoba in 1732...that the exodus of slaves from the northern territories and its linkage to the large slave markets at places like Salaga, Kintampo, Yagaba, and Kete Krachi became important'.
On the other hand, Lovejoy (1983:55) states concerning the seventeenth-century slave trade through the Bight of Benin (i.e., the Slave Coast), an area whose interior includes some of the Gur languages included in , 'Muslim traders provided links between slaveexporting states and the far interior, so that some slaves and other goods were acquired through a network of inter-regional trade '. Dickson (1966:423) speaks of internal slave selling southwards within the Gold Coast, and it is possible that the coastal owners of some slaves from the north eventually sold them to agents involved in the Atlantic trade. In addition, both Lovejoy (1983:56) and Dickson (1966:427) 
Delto-Benuic
I turn now to the two areal groupings, Delto-Benuic to the east of the Gold Coast and Upper Guinea to the west. The Delto-Benuic grouping of languages provides 35 possible etyma. The languages involved-Yoruba, Igbo, Ijo, Efik, Edo, Nupe, Idoma, and Kambari -are now spoken from the eastern coast of today's Benin eastward to southwest Nigeria, thus within the 'Slave Coast' as defined by Arends (1995:245) , and also from farther north and east in Nigeria (Efik even extending into Cameroon).
These etyma raise a question similar to that for Gur, for slave records indicate that very few Suriname slaves were shipped from Bight of Biafra ports (see Arends 1995:270-271) , as the Dutch, unlike the English, French, and Portuguese, were not significantly active in slaving there. 
Conclusion
What we see from this broad survey of Ndyuka lexemes of various African origins may be summarized as follows:
1. Kikongo, or broader Bantu, lexical influence on Ndyuka is proportionately much greater than the proportion of slaves from the Bantu-speaking region imported into Suriname in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
2. Kikongo lexical influence on Proto Surinam Creole was less significant than that on the Maroon creoles, Saramaccan and Ndyuka, a conclusion giving some support to part of McWhorter's (1996) argument for a less significant role for Kikongo in the formation of Proto Surinam
Creole than suggested by Arends (1995) .
3. Lexical influence on Ndyuka from Gbe languages is only slightly greater than that from Akan languages. In both cases, some of this input can be ascribed to the period during which Proto Surinam Creole was formed, and some of it to later times, after future Saramaccans and then Ndyukas had started leaving the plantations in significant numbers. 
